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REPLY BRIEF 



This reply brief responds to the new arguments set forth in the response to arguments, 
section 10 of the Examiner's Answer. 

For the first time on appeal, the Examiner attempts to pick and choose elements from 
different embodiments of the cited Verhaverbeke reference. Now, the Examiner relies on (1) the 
general language in paragraph 24, (2) embodiment I on drying, which begins on paragraph 33, 
and (3) embodiment IV on photoresist removal. Surprisingly, the Examiner attempts to combine 
these diverse and inconsistent embodiments. 

For example, the Examiner starts by suggesting that one might want to use 
Verhaverbeke' s drying embodiment I in combination with the teaching of Hallock. While that 
might seem reasonable, the problem is that the claim calls for absorbing a plasticizer in the 
supercritical fluid. While Verhaverbeke teaches using a supercritical fluid, why in the world 
would Verhaverbeke include a plasticizer in an embodiment in which the supercritical fluid is 
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being used to dry? In other words, there is no reason to plasticize in the course of drying. The 
Examiner never attempts to propose an answer to this perplexing question. 

Moreover, paragraph 24 of Verhaverbeke recommends certain chemicals, contended in 
the Answer to be plasticizers, but only "depending on the application." The reference never 
really says what the application is where these chemicals would be applied. Thus, to the extent 
any of those chemicals might reasonably be considered plasticizers, the reference is very vague 
about the use of these chemicals and, particularly, with respect to where they might be used. 
They certainly would not be used in an embodiment in which the supercritical carbon dioxide is 
used to dry a photoresist. 

Since the proffered combination is illogical and no rationale to combine has been 
provided, for at least this reason, the rejection should be reversed. 

In addition, the Answer, in the response to arguments, suggests that the reference also 
teaches that a supercritical fluid is described in paragraphs 56-60 and Figure 7 of Verhaverbeke 
to "cure" a layer of photoresist. This is untrue. Those paragraphs relate to an embodiment in 
which the photoresist is removed . Unless the Examiner intends to encompass within "curing" 
the removal of photoresist, this statement is unsupportable. Teachings about how to remove 
photoresist have no relation to a claim limitation that calls for absorbing a plasticizer in 
supercritical fluid into the patterned photoresist and then reflowing photoresist. In other words, 
once the photoresist is removed in the second or claimed absorbing step, it would be impossible 
to do the claimed reflowing step. Thus, the reliance on paragraphs 56 et seq. and the photoresist 
removal embodiment of Verhaverbeke is not only illogical, but improper. 

Therefore, the rejection should be reversed. 
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